Utah Population Growth
Comparison of Census and UPEC
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Higher job growth rates in California and the Nation than in Utah contributed to lower population growth in Utah in the mid 1980s. Net out-migration
occurred between 1984 and 1990. The trough was in 1988 with net in-migration resuming in 1991.
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Census total population numbers were adopted by the Utah Population Estimates Committee for the 1980s. Consequently, the population growth rates
are basically the same through 1990.
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Net Migration: Comparison of Census and UPEC

40 + Both series are based on the formula Pop(t) = Pop(t-1) + Birthsit) -
Deaths(t) + Mig(t). Where Mig(t) = Domestic Migration(t) +
International Migration(t) + Residual(t). Residual(t) is the Census
adjustment to State totals in order to get them to sum to the National
30 | control total (it may also include adjustments for city challenges).
UPEC and Census Mig(t) may differ due to the Residual(t) and/or
different estimates for Pop(t), Births(t) or Deaths(t). For this graph the
- — same Births(t) and Deaths(t) were used for both Census and UPEC.
%’ Consequently, any difference in population estimates between Census
§ 20 \ and UPECgppearsasMIG(t). For any given year Mig(t) = Pop(t) -
3 Pop(t-1) - Births(t) + Deathst). o —
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Utah's economy started to recover in 1988.
«— Beginning in 1989 job growth rates in Utah
exceeded those in California and the
-10 Nation. Job growth rates continued to
exceed those in California until 1998.
20 1980 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 |2003e | 2004e
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UPEC and Census Net Migration Rates & Lagged
Utah Job Growth Rate Differences with California

7.00 3.50
6.00 1 Jobs data is for calendar years and migration rates are for fiscal years. <4——— Utah employment growth rate of 5.3 T 3.00
Migration rates for fiscal year (t) are modelled on job growth rate percent exceeded the - 0.9 percent
5.00 - differences from calendar year (t-1). Consequently, calendar year jobs ] California growth rate by 6.2 percentin =~ | 250
” data on this table has been advanced by one year in order to show ] 1993 (data is lagged one year hence
8 this relationship. this shows up as 1994).
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Migration rates equal net migration divided by
-1.00 - . L ) + -0.50
population. Net migration into Utah increases when
Utah employment growth improves relative to
-2.00 - California or National employment growth. 1 21.00
-3.00 -1.50
1980 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 |2003e|2004e
=1 JobDiff | -0.72 | -1.41| -0.08 | 2.09 | -0.03 | 1.25 | 0.22 | -1.37 | -2.52 | -0.74 | 197 | 2.55 | 411 | 480 | 6.24 | 522 | 347 | 250 | 1.14 | -0.59 | -0.47 | -1.03 | -0.16 | 0.17 | -0.19
= PEC | 1.73 | 0.52 | 0.64 | 0.32 | -0.18 | -0.48 | -0.51 | -0.70 | -0.87 | -0.52 | -0.11 | 1.44 | 169 | 1.34 | 159 | 1.03 | 091 | 1.24 | 0.46 | 0.82 | 0.85 | 0.63 | 0.32 | 0.07 | 0.10
—®—Census | 143 | 0.64 | 0.63 | 0.29 | -0.15 | -0.50 | -0.52 | -0.69 | -0.91 | -0.58 | -0.08 | 1.26 | 1.67 | 1.90 | 1.83 | 1.29 | 1.21 | 0.99 | 0.65 | 0.17 | 0.22 | 0.00 | 0.10 | 0.05 | 0.09
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UPEC and Census Net Migration Rates & Lagged
Utah Job Growth Rate Differences with the U.S.

5.00 2.50
Jobs data is for calfendar years e?nd migration rates are for Much of the job growth in 2001
fiscal years. Migration rates for fiscal year (t) are modelled on .
4.00 - : . p— and 2002 is temporary + 2.00
job growth rate differences from calendar year (t-1). . ;
. ) Olympics work and will not
Consequently, calendar year jobs data on this table has been
g , ) , attract a lot of permanent net
advanced by one year in order to show this relationship. N
7)) in-migration.
Q
o 3.00 - - 1.50
c
()
o
=
O 200 - - 1.00
(2]
b
©
(14
-§ 1.00 - - 0.50
o
|
2 [ [ND
o]
o) 0.00 e - | - 0.00
3 O 1
Migration rates equal net migration divided by
population. Net migration into Utah increases when
-1.00 - Utah employment growth improves relative to + -0.50
California or National employment growth.
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1980 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 |2003e |2004e
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Job Growth Rates

Utah, California and the U.S.
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California recession years
-1.0 ~ caused primarily by cutbacks
in defense related spending.
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1979 | 1980 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 |2003e | 2004e
C—Utah 43 | 05 | 13 | 03 | 11 | 60 | 39 | 16 | 1.0 | 31 | 47 | 47 | 30 | 31 | 53 | 62 | 56 | 51 | 42 | 30 | 24 | 25 | 06 | 07 | 0.0 | 1.3
U S. 36 | 07 | 08 | 18| 07 | 47 | 32 | 20 | 26 | 32 | 25 | 14 | 10| 03 | 1.9 | 31 | 27 | 20 | 26 | 26 | 24 | 22 | 02 | -09 | -02 | 17
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Percentage

Utah Population as a Percent of U.S. Population

0.85

0.80 -

0.75

0.70

0.65 -

0.60 -

0.790 0795
0.785
. . 0.777
Utah's net out-migration 0.768
bottomed out in 1988. )
0.756
0.745
\ 0.730
0.716
0.704
0.694
0.688 0-691 0-692 0.693 0,691 0.691
0.682
0.673
0.660
0.648
0.631

0.614
<o} » o - A ™ < L] [(e} N~ [0} (o] o - AN ™ < 1o] (e} N~ e} (o] o
N~ N~ e} 20} e} 20} e} 20} [<e} 20} e} 20} [} (o] [} (o] [} (o] [} (o] [} (o] o
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 g

Fiscal Years

2001

2002

2003e

2004e




